... 'the gesture of the

olir  rendézvous with the American

gregational
“president, W
- -Becretary: Mrs,

Pa,., i 1862, T
olution was adopted by overwhelming ma-
“ofority as was a similar resolution adopted
-at the 55
#

ir de 1ce_upon
Ppower of prayer to Him; and
Wh he D I pra

irge the Congress of the Unif
Proposé an ‘amendment to the

: EW Y A onal ¢ olic Youth
~ ~Drganization called on all local CYO groups
~ 1h the couniry for active efforts to amend the
- ) 08, Constitution o permit the traditional
" ¥ight of prayer In the public schools, _
"z ‘Preseryabion of the right of publi
~. ‘in the public schools’ seemed to bec
. " informal slogan sweeping the 4-day conven-
7 %lon atténded by * * * young people from
- BIL parts of the Natlop, as well as many
-i ptiests, religious, and lay leaders.
. “The youths said in their resclution that
they were seeking a prayer amendment in
view of recent decisions of the Supreme Court
and followup actions by many State depart-
‘ments of edugation, as well as local authorl-
.fles not only removi

ng any form of prayer,

“ byt all aspects of religlous respect or ob-

servance,”  (The Catholic Free Press, weekly
of the Roman Catholic diocese of Woi
).

14,
2

; e el IRSLAIC 1oweyer, the impli-
cation of the High Court’s pronouncements
ot the relatlohshlp between church and
te are 59 patently contrary to the intent
the Foupding Fathers that a clarification
by the people seems in order, /

gressmen Whq h ¢

Approved Foryiare 200H0RH

" "Ne schools of a particular State.
spractical effect * * * the decision has a sig-

come an

R

’ Congress requesting that a prayer amend-
ment be made to the Constitytlon. Pro-
poneiits’ of a prayer amendment are all
“%?reeﬁ on one basic principle—that the
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~the separation of church and state with the

’ - sgeparation of God from state.”

4. A statement on behalf of His Eminence
- Francls Cardinal Spellman by Lawrence X.
-Cusack, attorney, Roman Catholic archdio-
cese of New York (see record of hearings be-
~fore Senate Judiciary Committee, July 26
and August 2, 1962, at p. 140 ff.): “The
‘Court has misread history and misconceived
and applied a great constitutional prin-
ciple. * * * [This decision] was unrealistic,
“extreme, and doctrinaire. * * * In legal
effect the decision amounted to no more

" 7than a declaration that a particular prayer

composed by a particular State body could
not be officially sponsored for use in the pub-
] " part But, in

-niflcance that goes far beyond the legal
issue involved. * * * I submit the one sure,
-effective, and early solution is an amendment
to our Constitution which would remedy the
result of the regents prayer case by correct-
-ing the Court’s misreading of the no-estab-
lishment clause.”
- 8. A statement of President Henry P. van
- Dusen, of the Union Theological Seminary,
New York City (New York: Times, July 7,
1963) : “Clearly the significance of this new
{i.e. the second prayer] decision does not lie
in the proscription of somewhat perfunctory
exercises of prayer and Bible reading. * * *
It lies at a far deeper and more basic level
and at two points, one retrospective, the
other prospective: on the one hand, in its
radical recasting of the intent and meaning
of the Constitution; on the other hand, in
its possible anticipation of far more drastic
and fundamental reversal of the historic and
- -established practices of National, State, and
local governments in this country with re-
spect to religlon, * * * The corollary in
both law and logic of the Supreme Court’s
recent interdictlons is inescapable; prohibi-
tion of the affirmative recognition and col-
laboration by government at all levels with
all organs of religion in all relationships and
circumstances. A consistent application of
such a polley would involve a revolution in
the Nation’s habitual practice in the matter
of religion. * * * Nothing less than this is
- at stake. Is that the authentic will of the
American people?’’

6. A statement of His Excellency James A.
Pike, bishop, Episcopal diocese of California,
to hearings before the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee, July 26, and August 1962 at page 51

~ff. of the report of hearings: “The American
approach to relationship of religion to the
Nation has steered clear of church-state un-
ion on the one hand and secularization of
public life on the other. We have, unlike
countries which have chosen these other
ways, steered a middle course reflected in vir-
tually all aspects of our public life, including
our schools. * * * The logic of the Court’s
decision would make it unlikely that any
vestige of the middle way would survive. The
proponents and the Court itself sincerely
believe it would be a neutrality toward re-
ligion. But godless institutions are no more
neutral than godly ones. There is no neu-
trality possible here because if you léave out
this dimension in our schools and public in-
stitutions, then you have an image of a world

..view which one could describe as men and

~things without God, time and history without
eternity. * * * The result is secularism,
whether by intent or by default. I am not
implying for a moment that the proponents
or supporters of the deciston of the Supreme
Court intentionally wish an atheistic result.
Nevertheless, when it is by default we simply
cut off the whole spiritual dimension of life,
and without even a reference to it. What

> ...We bhave left is actually a secularist view of

life. Sec‘,ﬂ?@%mv is 3 faith any American is
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unding Fathers never intended to identify”

entitled to hold. But there 1s no reason why,
in our public institutions, it should be im-

’j)pv d upon all of us, any more than the

school prayer should have been imposed upon
the pupils whose parents wished them to
withstand. * * * We have somehow in our
tradition chosen this middle way, a kind of
muddling through, in these things. I think
we can rely pretty much on the way things
work out. * * * In other words, in this
middle way approach. (and this describes the
way of a number of our American ways of
doing things outside of the church-state
field), it is not possible to tie up absolutely
everything. * * * I am not so much urging
that everybody get with it now and adopt this
prayer as I am to leaving the freedom to the
local authorities and States to work these
things out in a sensible way.”

7. A statement by Dean Erwin M. Gris-
wold, of Harvard Law. School, University of
Utah Law School, February 28, 1963: “It is
perfectly true that the first amendment for-
bade Congress to pass any law ‘respecting
an establishment of religlon or prohibiting
the free exercise thereof.’ These are great
provisions. But to say that they require
that all traces of religion be kept out of any
sort of public activity is sheer invention.
Does our deep-seated tolerance of all re-
ligiong—or, to the same extent, of no re-
ligion—require that we give up all religlous
observance in public activities? Why should
it? It certainly mnever occurred to the
founders that it would. It is hardly likely
that i1t was entirely accidental that these
questions did not even come before the
Court in the first 150 years of our consti-
tutional history * * * concerning right of
minority children to withdraw from the
prayer exercise. It is sald that this is bad, -
because it sets [them] apart from other chil-
dren. But is this the way it should be looked
at? The child of a nonconforming or a mi-
nority group s, to he sure, different in his
beliefs. That is what it means to be a
member of a minority. Is it not desirable
and educational for him to learn and ob-
serve this, in the atmosphere of the school.
And is it not desirable that * * * he ex-
periences and learns the fact that his dif-
ference is tolerated and accepted? No com-
pulsion is put upon him. He need not
participate. But he, too, has the opportu-
nity to be tolerant. He allows the majority
of the group to follow their own tradition,
perhaps coming to understand and to re-
spect what they feel is significant to them.”

8. An editorial appearing in the Boston
Pilot, official organ of the Roman Catholic
archdiocese of Boston and published in the
Boston Globe, June 18, 1963:

“ALL PUBLIC LIFE AFFECTED

“The Supreme Court, in the Lord’s Prayer
and Bible ruling, has continued along a path
unhappily familiar to all from its earlier de-
cisions, The same tedious arguments em-
phasizing the establishment of religion
clause are brought forth to support a posi-
tion which turns its back on the total Ameri-
can tradition and outlaws the present prac-
tices of 39 States.

“Let us suppose that the Lord's Prayer
and the Bible are excluded from the Ameri-
can public schools for precisely the reasons
glven by the Supreme Court. What is the
next step? Clearly, all other expressions of
religion in public life must now be deleted.
Let us not wait for them to come up case
by case, but in one single gesture let them
be suppressed.

“It may take the Court a long time to come
to the full understanding of what its deci-
sion means, but by that time the American
public may make some decisions of its own.
In democratic life the tyranny of the few
is always a temporary victory; it may be un-
comfortable, but its fortunes will ultimately
be reversed.”

9. A statement by Dr. Charles Wesley

Lowry in his book “To Pray or Not To Pray,”
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the Unlversity Press of Washington, D.C.,
1811 G Street NW., 1863: “This * ¢ * Is a
very radical decision. It marks a turning
point in our history. It adds up to a major
revolution. The question is, Is religious neu-
trality not as between churches and sects,
but as between religlon and irreligion, God
and no-God, the American position? * * * It
1s here that I feel we have fallen into a
morass of deep contradiction. But this Is
for Americans as a whole to say. They can
‘either say Amen to what has now happened
or—slhce the power is In the people—they
can insist that the Supreme Court look more
steadily at our tradition; or, if necessary.
that the Constitution state preclsely what
the American position is.”

10. “Commentaries on the Constitutton,”
Justice Joseph Story (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
Mar, 11, 1984, p. 4837): “Probably at this
time of the adoption of the Constitution, and
of the amendment now under consideration,
the general, if not the universal sentiment
1ih America was that Christianity ought to
recelve encouragement from the state so far
a8 was not incompatible with the private
rights of consclence and the freedom of
religlous worship. An attempt to level all
religions, and to make it a matter of state
policy to hold all in utter indifference, would
have created universa} disapprobation, if not
universal indignation.”

11. “Principles of Constitutional Law.”
Thomas Cooley (Ibid.): “The establishment
of religlon is meant the setting up or recog-
nition of a state church or at least the con-
ferring upon one church of special favors and
advantages which are denled to others. It
was never intended by the Constitution that
government should be prohibited from rec-
ognizing religlon—where it might be done
without drawing any invidious distinctions
between different religious bellefs, organiga-
tions, or sects.”

12. "The Right to Pray,” an editoriai by
David Lawrence, US. News & World Report.
March 2, 1984: “Plainly a constitutional
amendment has become absolutely neces-
sary to clear up the confusion that has
arisen as a result of decistons of the Su-
preme Court of the United States banning
prayer in the public schools. * * * The
valye of prayer once a week In a church,
where the atiendance covers all ages and
large numbers 18 not as great as the every-
day impact of prayer on the minds of chil-
dren of the same age in a small classroom.
s * % The Ilmportance of prayer in the
schoolroom 18 primarlly that it Is strength-
ened by group psychology and that it is an
everyday rather than a once-a-week stimu-
lus to better living. * * * Certailnly an
individual may pray In sllence, but the
benefit of articulation by the group is then
lost, * * * The problem has been too long
neglected. Early actlon is as vital as the
war on poverty or the war on crime.”

18. A statement by His Eminence Richard
Cardinal Cushing, Roman Catholic arch-
bishop of Boston, Mass., as reported in the
Boston Herald, June 18, 1863:

“Sardinal Cushing called 1t {l.e. the second
prayer decision] a great tragedy. * * *
There is nothing we can do about it but
to have an amendment to the Constitution
relative to the reading of this masterpiece of
literature in our public school. It could be
that many of the judges of the Supreme
Court think likewise, but, In accordance with
thelr interpretation of this particular phase
of the Constitution relative to the separation
of church and state, they have followed their
own consclences.

« 'Nevertheless there are many outstanding
lawyers of this country who do not agree
with them and there are millions of citizens
who are of the same thind.

« “The United States, it seems to me, is no
longer what we loved to call, this Nation
under God.

« r@e should have an amendment to clarlfy
the church-state relationship.’ ™

14. On the 15th of April last, Patriots’ Day
in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts,
more than 1,000 citizens of central Biassa-
chusetts aigned petitions backing a peoples’
amendment for public prayer. These peti-
tions, gathered largely through the efforts of
Mr. and Mrs. Chandler Creedon, of Shrews-
bury, Mass., are herewith presented for
enumeration in the record of these hearings.

18. A statement by Rev. Dr. D. Eiton True-
blood, professor of philosophy at Eartham
College, Richmond, Ind. (in Presbyterian Life,
issue of May 1984):

“This is a ruling which affects deeply the
whole of American Ilife and represents &
radical change in the cultural pattern in
many parts of the Nation [p. 14]. * * ¢
What 18 disturbing Is not the decisions made
8o much as the reason given for the de-
cision. The ultimate reason is a doctrine of
neutrality. Whatever the Court may have
intended, this doctrine if taken serlously
creates n new establishment, a secular estab-
lishment. Instead of taking a neutral stand
as between various religions, the Court rules,
in the Baltimore problem, in favor of an
atheist claim [p. 15]. * * * What we face
s » o ig actually the tyranny of a minority.
I am opposed as anyone could be to any re-
ligious establishment, but T doubt serlously
if that is the clear and present danger on our
contemporary scene {p. 15] * * * Tet us
see what absolute or unquslified neutrality
must Involve:

“1. It must forbid governmiental recogni-
tion of Christmas.

“2 It must forbld Thanksgiving.

~3, It must forbid opening legislature with
prayer.

4 1t must forbid the governmental ap-
pointment of military chaplalns.

“1t 1s hard to know where to begin and
where to stop” (p. 37).

“In short they [le. the prayer decisions]
propose & form of segregation, something
really novel as far as American civilization
is concerned. But no vitat falth has ever
been willing to settle for such segregation.
The purpose of any falth which understands
itaell 18 to penetgate all of life” (p. 37).

timism Not Enough in
Vietnam

McNamara

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. LESLIE C. ARENDS

oF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 13, 1364

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks I am insert-
ing in the Recorp an excellent editorial
which appeared in the Daily Panta-
graph, a leading newspaper in my dis-
trict.

Indeed, “McNamara's Optimism Not
Enough in Vietnam.” This expresses
the views of the people I represent. It
expresses my views. And I belleve It ex-
presses the views of the vast majority of
the American people.

We want the facts. We want to know
the precise situation in Vietnam, and

what we intend to do about it. We want
a definitive policy.
The editorial {ollows:
McNamara OpriMism Nor ENOUGH IN
VIETNAM

Perhaps Presldent Johnson can't spare
anyone else to go to SBouth Vietnam to size
up the situation. But his announrcement
that Secrstary of Defense Robert McNamara
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will make his sixth inspection trip to that
troubled area doesn't stir up much enthusi-
asm here, and we doubt if it does in Saigon.
McNamara has been quite consistently wrong
in his optimistic appraisals of the situation.

Just 2 years ago this month he made his
first visit and left saying he felt tremendous-
1y encouraged. Conditions continued to
worsen,

In July of that year he went to Hawail
for a conference on South Vietnam, his sec-
ond to that island In a serles that ran to five,
all to appralse the Saigon situation. He left
that one admitting that victory in South
Vietnam might *“take years rather than
months.” The internal strife over Buddhist
monks developed soon after this visit.

In September 1963, McNamara and Gen.
Maxwell Taylor were back in Vietnam. Their
report this time was: “We are winning out
there” and "things are progressing very well
on both the military and political fronts.”
Two months later President Ngo Dinh Dlem
and his brother, Ngo Dinh Nhu, were assas-
sinated in an Internal upheaval.

In December 1963, Mr. McNamara was back
in Saigon. He came away optimistic. Back
he went in March of this year after a second
governmental overthrow. This time he con-
cluded “The path to victory may be hard.”

Mr. McNamarg is not alone In his an-
nounced optimism. As Vice President in
1861, Lyndon Johnson toured the area and
was carried away with enthusiasm for prog-
ress there. He made 18 impromptiu speeches
and even compared Diem with the leadership
prowess of Winston Churchill.

There i3, of course, a recognition in Wash-
ington that the psychological factor looms
large in Vietnam. These optimistic reports
are intended to buck up the Vietnamese who
are woefully weak on the will to fight on.

This country has poured 85 billlon In aid
into South Vietnam in 8 years, We have
18,000 troops there and 220 Americans have
been killed.

There has been no lack of suppiies. News-
men on the spot say there is nothing wrong
with battle plans. The plans just don’t get
put into operation.

Some of the top Pulitzer awards in jour-
nalism went to reporters who have been cov-
ering the Vietnam operation. They have not
been seeing the situation as has Mr. Mc-
Namara. Perhaps Mr. Johnson should send
them mlong with him on this trip to keep
bis inspection in perspective.

Continued optimlistic reports on a war
that obviously is going very badly don't
seem to stiffen the backbone of the Viet-
namese, and they will weaken American de-
sire to continue the struggle.

It’s time for the harsh truth.

The Supreme Court and Our Heritage of
Prayer

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. DURWARD G. HALL

OF MISSOURI
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 13, 1964

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, some people
have sald that the Supreme Court de-
cistion on prayer in the public schools
confirmed rather than changed the in-
tent of the first amendment. I do not

- believe this to be the case, for certainly

it changed practices which have been in
effect since the very founding of our
Republic. To further confirm these
traditions which the Supreme Court
ruling upset, under unanimous consent,
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